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ABSTRACT 

Data from the interlibrary loan lending office files 
at the University of californiar Berkeley for 1971-1972 vere examined 
in order to determine the pattern of interlibrary loan traffic with 
other University of California and California State Universities and 
Colleges (CSUC) in Northern California. Turnaround time for the 
average Sacramento State College request to Berkeley was more than 20 
days. Other CSUC campuses had similar delays for comparable 
processing intervals. These results indicate a need for significant 
changes in current interlibrary loan procedures befox'^ the 
implementation of a dedicated interlibrary loan delivery system based 
on a 24-hour turnaround time. (Author/PF) 
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ABSTRACT 



Data from the Interllbraiy loan lending office files at the 
University of Callfomla, Berkeley for 1971-72 were exeunined In order 
to determine the pattern of ILL traffic with other University of 
California and Callfomla State Colleges and Universities In Northern 
Callfomla. Tumaixjund tline for the average Sacrajuento State request 
to Berkeley was more than 20 days. Other CSUC caapuses had similar 
delays for comparable processing intervals. The results were signlfioant 
since this study forma one step in the process of testing the feasibility 
of a dedicated interllbraiy loan delivery system based on a twenty- four 
hour turnaround time. 
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INTflODUCnON 



The State of Oallfoin^a haa been naklng a concerted effort to 
provide greater aocesa to 8tate« tax-aupportedf Inf oznatlon services . 
Tno specialized efforts for achieving luproved access are the University 
of California Union Catalog Suppleaent (UCUCS) and the University of 
California Union List of Serials (UCULS) under the aegis of the 
Unlverslty-wlde Library Autooatlon Project's BlbCenter* Another less 
specialised effbrt Is evolving In the area of Interllbraiy loan (ILL) • 
Loir-use library collections suggest untapped resources < ILL grants 
our tax dollars an Increased utility by matching a patron at a distant 
caapus Hlth needed resources on another caapus. In a 196? Interllbraiy 
cooperation study^ Swank (lO) stateSf "The ultlisate criterion of value 
to the reader Is not the size or quality of the local library oollectlon« 
however Inportaat they may bei It Is the service he actually receives 
In tens of the delivery of books and Inforoiiatlonf regardless of where 
or how the library gets them" (p. ^) . Unfortunately, there Is a 
pronounced gap between potential and actual service « This gap haa 
prompted many ILL studies « 

The Impetus for this study has been provided by the California 
Department of Flmanoei Program Review Branchi Audits Division 1973 
Report entitled Library Cooperatlont A Svatmma Anproaoh to Inter > 
Institutional flemouroe Utilization. Two major recommendations of this 
report are (a) a "two regional Intersegmental consortia for library 
cooperation (one for Northern California and one for Southern California) 
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including all UC and GSUC campuses except Humboldt, Bakersfleld, and 
San Luis Obispo" be establlshedi and (b) a dedicated interllbrary 
loan delivery system be funded to provide twenty-four hour tumaround 
time for all ILL re<iuests among the UC and CSUC campuses. 

The purpose of this study Is to ascertain the performance 
characteristics of the present ILL network in Northern Calif otnia. 
The study forms one step in the process of testing the feasibility 
of a dedicated Interllbrary loan delivery system based on a twenty- four 
hour tumaround time. 
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V^HK 99LIi KTiON AND au^ v^^ 



Jior this study ecords on file in the University of California, 

Berkeley ILL (Lending) office were analyzed in order to det3rxnlne ILL 

between 

processing intervals^Berkeley and all CSUC And UC oaapuses in Northern 
California. Hayward State and San Francisco State are within Berkeley's 
Direct BoTTOwlng Area and are theref ojb exempted from the sample . The 
records analysed cover the period ftcom July 1. 1971 to June 30, 1972 , 
Five different processing intervals are used« which are as follows t 

1. Interval A * interval between the patron filling 
out the interllbrary loan request fonu and the 
librarian typing out the z^uest on the ALA- 
approved form. 

2. Interval B - interval between the librarian typing 
out the request on the ALA-approved form and the 
receipt of this form at Bericeley. 

3 . Interval C - interval between receipt of ALA- 
approved form at Berkeley and shipment of requested 
naterlal(s) from Berkeley (dispatch of notice of 
inability to deliver is also included in this 
category. 

Interval D - interval between shipment of requested 
materialCs) from Berkeley and receipt of same at 
borrowing library. 
5. Interval fl - interval between patron notification of 
receipt of material requested and pickup by patron. 
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Examination of Berkeley's lending records determined Intervals B 
and C for all campuses. In order to gather data on Intervals A and Di 
ILL records at Sacramento State were examined for all requests made to 
Berkeley during 1971-72 . This allowed a complete reconstruction to be 
made of turnaround time for all Sacramento State ILL requests to Berkeley 
during the period studied (see Figure l) . Sacrajnento State was the only 
campus for which an Interval A thru D sample was compiled. Interval E 
was examined by means of a small-scale study conducted at the Bericeley 
ILL (Borrowinf^) office. 

The entire population of ILL recordd was examined for both 
Sacramenr.c and San Jose. After collating these results a decision was 
made to extend the covera^2:e to all CSUC campuses in Northern CalifoEnia 
in order to determine the comparability of the data on a system- wide 
basis. A 2096 sample, i.e., every fifth ALA request form, was accordingly 
taken for Chico, Fresno, Sonoma and Stanislaus. The sample size for 
UC Davis, Santa Cruz rnd San Francisco was 5 percem;. Every twentieth 
ALA request form was Included in the sample 1 however. In the case of 
Davis only the first 2,26o ILL records were exBunlned. 

Table 1 shows tho sajnple size for all the libiraries Included in 
the study. Incomplete data on the ALA form and the patron request form 
contributed to the variation between the number of ILL requests sampled 
and the number of ILL requests listed under the various intervals. The 
use of photocopying: also contributed to this variation. Because requests 
requiring photocopying are not stamped with the date they are shipped 



from Bexkel«3r« use of the ALA fozn la Inoapable of eoapleting the 
data for Interval C on this type of mquest. After being verified 
by Berkeley. ILL (Leading) i requests to photocopy materials are sent 
to the Library Photographic Servlr department retrieves the 

Item requested and then photocopies the desired pages. The Photographic 
Service reportedly processes these requests within 2 to 10 days . UC 
requests receive priority handling and are processed in 2 days. The 
UC oampuses have a heavUy^used photcopylng subsidy program t nearly 
one half of ILL Items requested by Oavls were, photocopied • 

In addition to tha data gatbered on processing intervalSf several 
other oategories ware established for the purpose of this studyt 

1, Location of requested material at Beziceley 
a» Main library 

b. Branch library 
c» Richmond storage i 

2. ILL requests filled or unfilled! 
3* Status of requester I 

Language of item requested} and 
5, Date of publication of item requested • 
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INTiCRVALS A through D 



The estimated mean tumaround time for all requests made by 

Sacramento to Berkeley was 20.7 days (see Figure 2). Although the 

elapsed time may seem inordinately longi Nelson Associates (4) report 

a comparable elapsed time In their NYSILL (New York State Interllbra.ry 

Loan) study t "Overalli NYSILL requests average 19 days from Initiation 

to receipt of material at an originating library" (p. xvll) . 

In Progress and Problems of Pemisylvannla Libraries 
Martin (6) states that for filled requests the average 
time from request to delivery Is 9 or 10 days. He 
notes that "these figures are fairly close to those 
found In New York and California" (p. 26). 

Martin's statement Is applicable only to the UC campuses, since they 

are aided (a) by a priority ranking which reduces processing time at 

the lending Institution (Ip nerval C) and (b) by jitney services which 

significantly speedup In- transit time (intervals B and D) . If the 

Sacrainento experience (i.e., over 9 days for Intervals B and 0 combined) 

Is representative! reliance by the CSUC campuses on mall deliveries 

creates burdensome delays. 

Two studies previously conducted of ILL activities between 
Berkeley and other UC campuses differ from the present study due to 
variations In definition, I.e., whe:.^8 the current data are based on 
a Rsven day week, the earlier studies use a five day woric week. 
Nevertheless, the Information which these studies uncovered Is useful 
and differences In methodology do not mar Its usefulness. 
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Flipire 2 i Mean processing time in days and 
percentage of total turnaround time for each 
interval (A-D) on ail ILL requests made by 
Sacraaento State to Berkeley 1971-72 . 
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/ A 
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kj. days 



^'.7 days 
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7.3 days 
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4.6 days 
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A Interval between the patron filling out the ILL request form and the 
^ librarian typing out the request on ALA-approved form. 

B Interval between the libraarian typing out the request on ALA-approved 
form and the receipt of this form at Berkeley ILL (Lending) « 

G Interval between receipt of ALA-apnroved form at iierkeley ILL (LendirifO 
and shipment of requested materials s) from Berkeley - notices of 
inability to deliver are also included in this category • 

D Interval between shipment of requested material(s) from Bericeley and 
Q receipt of same at borrow^g libraxy. 
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CKTiwright and Shoffh«r (2) In f PjopoBfl<l_SyBtam for 
IntToaapua Circulation reports their findings on 
"ti«« delays involved in interoaapus loans." All UC 
oaapuMS except Irvine and Riverside were included. 
The saaple was taken during fiscal years 1965-67. 
The "auiber of work days between patxtm's request and 
borrowing library's receipt of aateriale was 5 days 
for 50 percent of saterials. ApproxlBately 90 percent 
of all naterials were received within 12 work days." 

Bates and ShofAier (l) studied ILL transactions between 
Berkeley (Lending) and three borrowing libraries. They 
found that "at the borrower's caapuses taken togeUier 
the neaa delay tiae was 7.26 working days and the median 
approxiaately 6.5 days." They saapled N23 requests. 
Delay time was measured f^ the date on the ALA form 
to the date of receipt by the borrowing library 1 

Davis 

Santa Gbniz ^,1 days 

San Frsnolsso 8.1» days 



HMfAL A 



Saoraaento was the only 15bxary saapled tc determine Ivterval A. 
Its elapsed time for this iatsrval was J. days (see Figure 2) . 
Understafflng may be one es^lanation for the delayi ihe ILL staff at 
Sacramento consists of one FOE and one half-time student assistant. 
Saoza cento (8) processed a total of 3*^59 HI. requests during 1971-72. 



Interval B for the GBUC oaiqpusss zaaged fzon 2.7 days at San Jose 
to k,7 days at Saozaaento (see rigurci j) . DaU from the Sacramento 
sample indicats ttet in-txaaslt time (latsrvals B and D) accounted for 
of the tuznarouBd time for ILL borrowing requests to Berkeley, 
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Figure 3 t Comparison of average processing times 
in days for Interval B and C for ILL requests from 
the CSUC campuses to Berkeley ILL (Lending) 1971-72 
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i.e., 9.3 days out of 20.7 days (see Figure 2) . This is a slight 
overstatement since Interval B also measures the period between 
(a) data typed and (b) date mailed to Berkeley. When the ALA request 
form is not mailed on the day typed, the actual in- transit time must be 
adjusted downwtad. 

The UC libraries sampled use jitney S€r/ices to transport 

interllbrary loan requests and materials between campuses.^ This factor 

considerably shortened Interval Bt 

Campus Interval 

Davis 1.9 days 

Santa Cruz 1.9 days 

San Francisco 2.9 days 

INTERVAL C 

Processing time at Berkeley (Lending) t 

CSUC campuses had an Interval C average of 7.6 days. The individual 
campus averages ranged from 6.8 days to 8.5 days (see Figure 3) . 
Figure 4 depicts the percent of CSUC requests processed per day upon 
receipt at Beriteley. UC campuses had a collective average of 5.1 days 
for Interval C (see Ta-bla 2). The discrepancy l)etireen the CSUC and UC 
systems is readily e3q)lalnable - UC request receive priority at Berkeley. 



A jitney is a siBall bus or an automobile that transports passengers 
over a given route or routes* The San Francisco link is less formal 
jad mc^e Irregular than the Davis and Santa Cruz links which operate 
2 tPkerkely on a fixed Monday through Saturday schedule. 

More tJi&j half of all filled requests for the UC campuses were for 
photocopied ma totals. None of these requests are included in the 
data which comprise Inu^rval Ct 

Borrowing Total Pequests Requests for Photocopied 
Library 1971-72 Ma terials - 1971-72 

Davis 3931 1927 

Santa Cruz 991 618 

San Pranolsco 5^7 « ^32 
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The slapMd timw for latarval C &xe not atypical of thoae 
encountered In other systeas* 

Palaour and Gray (?) in their study Coata and 
effectlveneea of Interl lbmry loan and reference 
activities of reaouroe libraries In UllnnlR 
report that of all filled loan requeate are 
processed and sent within five days after receipt" 
CP. 1) . 

Nelson Associates ik) report that processing in 
the New York State NYSILL syatea takes approximately 
5 days. 

Mala library or TiranQ h •^^.^rftrv at Be rkeley ! 

The need to retrieve materials from branch libraries In order to 
fill requests Increases Interval C processing time by 2 days per request 
(see Figure 5 ) . The CSUC sample showed that a request for materials 
located in the branch library system Increased overall processing time 
by 1.7 days. Among the UC requests sampled the Increase was 2.1 days. 

Appzoxlaately 18^ of all CSUC requests were for materials located 
In the bcanoh libraries. The percentage for UC requests was ^^1^ 
(see Table 3) . This difference Is in part explainable by the fact 
that the bulk of the UC San Francisco requests were submitted by the 
Medical Center. These requests were primarily for scientific materials 
which are housed In the branch libraries. 

Bach day a page from Bericeley ILL (Lending) waTks to the branch 
libraries oaxryiag loan requests. If they are available* he retrieves 
the Items from the shelf and checks them out. These Itemsi howeveri are 
left at the branch. They are picked up later by the mallroom crew. 
This oontrlbutes to Interval C delay. 
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In their study of ILL activity at Berkeley 1965-67, Bates and 
Shoffner (l) found that less than 20 items were paged from the branch 
libraries per work day. Branch library traffic for UC and CSUC combined 
requests 1971-72 averaged less than 20 items. CSUC requests alone 
accounted for an average of only one item per woi* day. 

Richmond atora; yet 

Lack of sufficient on-campus storage space for library materials 
at Berkeley led to the acquisition of an off- campus storage facility. 
This facility is located in Richmond less than ten miles from the 
Berkeley campus. During the primary data collection phase of this study 
materials requested via ILL and retrieved from Richmond storage were 
included in the "main library" category. Only after this phase was 
completed did Information become available which allowed a statistical 
(distinction to be made between materials retrieved exclusively from the 
main librazy and those retrieved from Richmond. 

All CSUC ILL records were reexamined. (lilOl ILL requests were 
made from the CSUC campuses to Berkeley in 1971-72.) Ten percent of 
the items requested had to be retrieved from Richmond. The combined 
CSUC Interval C average for uterials retrieved from Richmond v«ds 
10 days. This exceeds hy 2.k days the overall Interval C average of 
7.6 daysi and by one day the average Interval C for branch library 
retrievals. A complete breakdowH between main library, branch library 
and Richmond storage was achieved for Sacramento anu San Jose requests 
to Berkeley (see Figure 6). 

18 



' t Comparison of aTazage processing times 
in days for Interval C beticeen Beiiceley and 
Saezaasnto and San Jose for all ILL reqtuests in 
1971-72. Berkeley processing times broken down 
by main lltaary, branch library and Richmond 
storage. 



Sacramento 



Days 



Rlctmond 



n • 27 



Branch 



n • 53 



Total average n * 27^ 



Main 



n • 19^ 



9.5 days 



8.3 days 



7.3 days 



6.7 days 



San Joae 



Slehmond 



Brsaoh 



n • 33 



n a 29 



Total average n * 238 



Main 



176 



9.3<iays 
9*7 days 



7.8 days 
7.1 days 



n " sample else 
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Of the UC cajapuses the entire Santa Cruz file for 1971-72 
was reexamined. Interval C for Kichmond storage items was 7 days 
(^1 out of 127^ requests) . Interval. C for all Santa Cruz requests was 
^.6 days. This 2 A day difference correspondc with the CSUC finding 
cited in the preceding paragraph. 

Berkeley mailroom i 

The Berkeley mailroom ships an average of two bookcarts of 
ILL materials per dayi i.e.i 150-200 items excluding photocopied 
materials. A package is readied for shipment within 5 to 6 minutes. 
Photocopied materials require about k minutes to package. Materials 
are processed early in the mozning for the 8s 00 a.m. postal pickup 
and during the mind-afternoon for the U«3- pickup. 

According to the mailroom supervisor^ materials are shipped the 
same day providing that they arrive in the mailroom from ILL (Lending) 
before ^:00 pja. If materials arrive after this time on Friday, they 
are held over the weekend. Except in the foregoing instancesi it is 
rare for materials to remain overnight. 

Members of the mailroom staff bring all mail collected or held 
over the weekend to the main post office every Monday morning. In 
turn they receive weekend mall from the post office. This procedure 
speeds up the delivezy process. 

Items for Davis are put in special pouches in the mailroom. 
These pouches are picked up daily by the jitney driver. Santa ruz 
Items are left loosei :4id are picked up dally 1^ the driver. 



Talatypat 

Although none of the oaapuses sampled In this study h^ve teletype 

links with Berkeley ILL, a heavily utilized link oonnects Berkeley and 

UCIU. The teletyped requests oontain less information than do the 

regular ALA fozns. ILL llbrArlaas often find suoh requests more dlffl<mlt 

to vork with because of their else and format. To offset these Bsckiley 

(Lending) staples the teletype request onto a Uank ALA foxmi thereby 

standardising the size for easy flllngi and providing additional space 

in which to record information about status of request. 

In Thomson's sample (u) of 5f895 Isterlibzmry 
loam requests there were 157 telegraph and 
teletype requests. The peroentag» filled rate 
for telegraph and teletype requests vas much 
higher than for the sample as a whole. The 
Berkeley - UCLA link acoounted for 1U3 of these 
requests. 

One should notf howeverf oonoluda th^t this higher filled rate Is due 
simply to the mode of oommunloatlon. Other aystem factors are in all 
probability Involved. 

INTSRVAL D 

Examination of Sacramento's ILL records revealed that its Interval D 
with Bericeley ILL (Lending) was 4.6 days (see Figure 2). 

INIERVAL E 

Perusal of the Nelson Associates Study (4) of the NYSILL system 
led to the discovery that patron response to notification of receipt of 
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materials at the borrowing library could be of considerable duration • 
An average delay of 2c62 days Is reported. In oitier to check the 
duration at a local library, a study was Initiated In the Berkeley 
(Borrowing) section of ILL, The period covered was from February 7 to 
February 15, 1973. Exactly one hundred notifications were made durinf^ 
this period ( see TaHe k) . The average elapsed time for Interval fi 
was 3,6 days. This fi^oire is conservative in that seven patrons 
neglected to act upon their notifications prior to the cutoff date. 



ILL REqJESTS FILLi^ OR UNFlLLfiD 



Berkeley filled 72% of all GSUC ILL requests in 1971-72 , The 
number of requests filled immediately was 62 percent. The remaining 
10^ are items which were initially unfilled^ e,g„ missing or in-use 
items, lut which were delivered ^t a later date. (see Table 5) , The 
number of ILL requests sampled was 6^3 or 58^ of all CSUC requests to 
Berkeley during 1971-72, 



In her 1970 study of ILL activities at eight prominent 
academic libraries (including Berkeley), Thomson (ll) 
reported that 63.7^ of all requests were filled. She 
sampled 5#895 ILL requests, 

Palmour and Gray (7) revealed that only 3k% of all ILL 
requests In an Illinois network were filled. Of the 
unfilled requests 72/n were not owned and 20 ,1:;^ were 
in-use. This network handled over 100,000 ILL requests 
In 1971. 

Arthur McAnaUy (9) who chaired the recent AKL committee 
which Issued A Study of the Characteristics. CostSi and 
^lasiitule of Interllb rary Loans in Aca demic L^byai^l^gs 
stated that "Of tho loan requests received In academic 
libraries, about 71 percent were filled," 
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Table k t Elapsed time for Interval E (patron 
notification to pickup) at UC, Berkeley ILL 
(Borrowing) I Study conducted ftom February 7 
thru February 15. 1973. 



Elapsed Mail Telephone 

Days Notification Notification Tfiiai 



0 5 9 1^ 

1 13 ^ 17 

2 17 2 19 

3 6-6 
k 2 3 5 

J -U3 12- 

6 6-6 

7 - k 

8 - k 

9 3 1 * 
2 . = ^ 

11 - ' ' 

12 - - " 

13 - " " 
lif 1 - 1 

1 = ^ 

Totals 72 22 IQiL 

Average in davB f^Q _2jL 



Any patron who was notified during the period February 7-15 that 
his material was available in the ILL Borrowing office for pick up 
is included in this study. If the actual pickup was made after 
February 22, the cut-off date of February 22 is used to determine 
elapsed time. There were still 7 items still not picked up as of 
February 22. 

E)«miplesi Feb 7 to Feb 9 is counted as 2 days 
Feb 7 to Feb 7 is counted as 0 days 



23 




s s ^ ^ 




2 ^ 



5 



3 

r- 

3 

CO 



G 

§ 

CO 



CO 

o 

s 

CO 



I 

J 

o 

s: 



o 
o 



3 

o 



H 

H 

5! 



H 00 
H V> 



?1 S<, 



VO »A 



3f 



00 



00 



3 



O 00 
CVi 



O (V 

?1 i 



CM 



C\2 



ii 



0) 



5 



g 

o 
u 

Q) 



VO 



Ov 



VO 



0^ 
CVi 



00 

CNJ 



CM 



CM 



I & 

o* o 

CO o 

O > r-j 

:3 -H -r< 



CM 



VO 



00 
VO 



0^ 
VO 



5 



(0 



2; 



CO 
CM 



0^ 



VO 
CNi 



c^ 

H 



CM 

0^ 



cn 



(0 

0) 0) 

H 0) 

(1) iH 

P4 



Q) 
O 



•H 0) d 0) 

«^ 52: 3 



3 

o 



The CSUC saaple showed thati (l) 35!^ of aU unfilled requests 
were for Items not owned tsy Bexkeleyi (2) 22^ were for non-clrculatlng 
oaterlals Inoluding "Reserve' ; (3) 22^ were In^-usei and (k) 19^ were 
either missing or lost (see Figure 7). 

Approximatel/ 26^ of all unfilled requests were for Aisslng or 
ln*use materials which were sutaequently deliTered. This represents 
6l requestsi or 10^ of all CSUC requests sampled. It should be noted 
at this juncture that materials fUllng Into this categoxy take 
considerahle time to deliver once the item is declared in-use or 
missing. The averag e delay was 21 days (see Figure 8 and TkUe 6) . 
Close control over this categozy woiald be an easential part of any 
eyatem dedicated to Improving turnaround time. Assu2redly« these ar^i 
the kinds of delays which thorougt^ distract the user. 

OF HBQUE3TER 

Table 7 lists the status of ILL requesters among the CSUC 
campuses. Approximately 62% of the ILL requests were from faculty 
members. Graduate students were the next largest categoiy of user 
with 3^ percent. 



Figure? i Percentage "breakdown of unfilled 
requests aunong the CSUC campuses in Horthem 
California for 1971-72 (Hayward and San 
?rajicisco excluded) . ( Sample size - 2t\2). 




* It is quite possible that the "non-circulating" category 
contains some "on reserve" items which were not so noted 
on the ALA request forms seunpled. 

Note; th e Do not own cate/yory accounted for IJ/o of all requests, 

the Non-cir cula ting category accounted for 7w of all requects, 
and the Y n use su bsequently de li vered category accounted 
for 6/J of all requests (filled and unfilled) . 
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Figure 8 i Interval in days between notification 
that Itea Is Missing or In-use and subsequent 
shlpaent to borrowing library for CSUC campuses 
on their requests to Berkeley 1971-72. 
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LANGUAaS OF ITEMS P5;aJESTED 



No effort Tias been ma/ in this study to determine if the language 
of the Item requested affected the overall processing time, Thomson (ll) 
states that differences in lemguage hsid no effect on the various 
outcomesi e.g.i filled versus unfilled ratios. 



Gnglish language materials accounted for 7^% of the total items 

requested by the CSUC campusen (see Table 8 for a breakdom by lan^juage) • 

Caii^wright and Shoffher*s study (2) on intercampus 
circulation found that 59*3^ of all requests were 
for English language publlcailons. 

In Illlnoisi Palmour and Gray (?) asoertainod that 
90^ of all requests were for fih^ish language 
naterlals. The Illinois network includes public as 
well as academic librazles. 



DfcTE OF PUBLICATION OF ITBl RS(3JESTE!D 



The general feeling among many ILL librarians is that an unwarranted 

number of requests are for recent publicationsi i.e., those issued within 

the past five years. ILL requests from the CSUC campuses to Berkeley do 

not follow this pattern ( see Figure 9) • 

In their study of DC lending pattexnsi Cartwright 
and Shoffher (2) found the year 1927 to be the mean 
publication date of items requested. 

In Thomson's Interlibrary loan involving academic 
libraries (ll)i it is noted that one half of requested 
items had publication dates between 1950-1965. 



Since older books are more frequently stored in Richmondi the date 
of publication can have a definite effect on Interval C. The retrieval 
of materials fiom Richmond adds 2 M days to the Interval C processing time . 
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OQNaUSION 



ExBLmlnatlon cf the data uncovered in this study shows that 
significant changes in current interlibsrazy loan operating practices 
must be undertaken in the event that a dedicated delivezy system is 
implemented. For a twenty- four hour turnaround time to be achieved 
changes* in the modes of communication and transportation would "be ' 
necessary as well as alteration in the priority now given to staffing 
arrangements for interlibrary loan opezrations. Extended in* transit 
times due to postal service delay and three or four day <*lapsed times 
for processing the initiating request at the borrowing institution 
would not be tolerated in the delivezy system as conceived in the State 
Audits Division Reporti Library Cooperation t A Systems Approach to 
Interinstitutional Resource Utilization . 
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